Crown Managers Partnership 2008 Forum
March 4-6, 2008 Somers, Montana

Welcome and Introductions 

Rich Moy
Senator Redell Jackson, 
Pam Kennedy, Mayor of Kalispell: 

· Fast growing areas in the Pacific Northwest (40% in the last ten years)

· Still lots of new development in Flathead County

· CMP is a committed group of citizens and commends the effort of collaboration between international boundaries
Mark Glasglow, Somers and Flathead Lake Representative

· Appreciates hosting the CMP Forum in Somers and for forming the partnership

Mary Sexton, Direct Department of Natural Resources and Conservation

· Partnership avenue for discussion and communication is critical

· Tremendous opportunities and challenges, importance initiative

· NRC holds state trust land, valued recreational opportunities

· Responsible for land and fire
Agency updates
Waterton Lakes National Park, Bill Dolan
· Five year review of Park Management Plan
· Significant investment in 2 areas:

· focused on invasive control efforts and monitoring effectives and
· explore the feasibility of restoring plains bison to the park.

· Ecological Integrity Monitoring Program with Park Services (Vital signs)
· With Glacier and Miistakis we put on a IPP conference, focused on transboundary areas management. Celebration of 75th anniversary of Waterton-Glacier International Peace Park. 

· Kline Mine working through CEA on terms of reference, federal process has been triggered. 
Glacier National Park, Mary Riddel
· Superintendent retired, Stephanie Dubois is acting, new superintendent arriving this spring.
· Brayce Hayden retired

· Crown of the Continent Research Learning center, development a weed guide, basics plant field guide including maps of spatial extent of weed infestations (half way through competition)
· 75th anniversary of Waterton-Glacier International Peace Park, part of the IPP conference.

· 75th anniversary June of going to the sun road, Funding an issue going to the sun road (construction costs have doubled)

· Finishing repairs from flood damage in 2006

· Logan Pass (2009) constructing new rest rooms and transit stop (alternative power source)
· Rehabilitation of west entrance station. 

· Continued research on grizzly bears, pika, wolves but wolverine research completed

· Elk River and North Fork basin for water quality and fisheries baseline in response to the mine in BC.
Alberta Sustainable Resource Development, Travis Ripley
· Responsible for public lands, fish and wildlife in Alberta, work closely with Alberta Parks
· Minister provided mandate letters, three action items:

· Land use framework

· Protection lands and forest

· Maintaining biodiversity on the landscape
· Growth in southwestern Alberta, land use framework designed, gone through public consultation process, draft strategy is currently being reviewed

· Protection of forests- mountain pine beetle main issue- limiting spread, containing infestations along the eastern slopes, action is harvesting 

· Biodiversity – conservation of species and habitats, Alberta Biodiversity Monitoring Program (ABMP), focused on Northern Alberta, moving south. 

· Research support in southwestern Alberta

· Alberta Grizzly Bear recovery plan: Minister acknowledges the plan

· Monitorium on hunting 

· Bear Smart program

· Unregulated recreational public access along the eastern slopes

· Caracas distribution program – carcass (road kills (200)) are distributed up higher to keep grizzly bears off the lower ranches until green up. 

· Bow River management plan

· Southwest Proto-type with Alberta Environment, build off SAL

· Working extensively defining west throat cutthroat trout was listed as an endangered species
Alberta Parks, Cliff Thessin

· Result of the provincial election, progressive conservatives strong hold

· Election platform- land use framework implementation promised

· Alberta Parks and Protected Areas- strategic planning document in process (final 2009)

· The plan recognize the growth and recreation pressures, may include significant changes to Parks management systems and calls for completion of management plans for each park. 

· Protection of the Castle area (north of WLNP) is an issue. Sierra Club, CPAWS and several other urging for protection in honor of Andy Russel. Controversial issue but gaining momentum for some level of support. 

· Struggle with resources (staffing and funds), 

· Glenbo Provincial Park also working on.

Alberta Environment, Cliff Thessin

· Watershed planning and advisory council- 1st phase watershed management plans. (released on website this week www. ??????)

· Working on the Oldman basin, annual meetings in Lethbridge
· State of the basin report behind schedule

· Milk River State of the Basin report is done
· New initiative is dealing with airsheds (CRAZE??), in Calgary region

· Prairie Conservation Forum, ecological goods and services with community engagement. 

· Cumulative Effects Implementation continued to facilitate this work, multiple front progress, internal and external awareness.

· Policy paper on Cumulative Effects encourages the development of a new environmental and regulatory framework encouraged. 

· Proto-type projects: SAL, on hold pending release of Land use Framework

· Eastern Slopes is a hotspot, ASRD, AE working together in this region.
US Forest Service, Craig Kendall
· Decomissioning about 20 miles of road/year; since 1995, decommissioned over 500 miles of roads – very controversial
· Aquatics – comprehensive watershed restoration strategy – where we need to go and when to do the most for aquatic species
· Culverts – issues with native fish species migration – remove 8 to 12 fish barriers/year 
· Working with MT F, W + Parks on Swan Lake project (presence of lake trout); the State is the lead agency – many partners involved
· Water quality issues on Flathead Lake
· Very busy fire season – 119,000 acres burn last year – ½ in Bob Marshall Wilderness
· Burned Area Emergency Response – post fire environment+ potential risks (flooding, invasive spp invasion…) – can use emergency funds to work on key issue such as removal of culverts, trail work
· Fuel reduction in the wildland-urban interface – variety of projects
· NEPA guides consultation processes for decommissioning roads
USGS, Jeff K., Clint Mofeld (sp?)
· Hybridization study on elk and Kootney river

· Big horn sheep research

· Grizzly bear in Kate’s presentation later

· Amphibian and reptile monitoring, GNP to Rocky Mountain NP in Colorado, continue decline in populations

· Climate scientist (Dan Fagree) 
· Bighorn research tying into climate change projections + changes in barriers between species
· Baseline monitoring and research on transboundary fish (Bull trout + westslope cutthroat trout) populations and CBM and coal extraction activities in the Flathead
BC Ministry of the Environment, Wayne Stetski, Dave Dunbar, Pete Holmes
· British Petroleum – Flathead Valley not in tenure proposal under direction of the province – BP will not be proceeding the Flathead; BC has the right to change its mind in the future
· Major focus – climate change + related concerns: there will be a carbon tax in BC (fuels) + $100 offset cheque to BC citizens
· Forum should look at climate change and effects on hydrology on both sides of the border – could be topic for future forum
· Aging government workforce – auxillary conversion into regular full-time positions as current workforce retires
· Caribou recovery is a focus – from inventory, to augmentation, to predator management, to prey management, in addition to habitat conservation and recreation management; it will be an expensive and controversial project
· Kootenay grizzly bear populations are stable or increasing.  There is a harvest on them – limited entry hunting or allocated license.  Harvest rate is 2.5%.
· Grizzly bear DNA inventory project is underway and will continue into this summer; assisting with ongoing efforts in the Flathead (Bruce McLellan).  The results indicate healthy populations of bears.
· Involved with US researchers and CO’s to revise relocation policies for problem bears – appreciate input from American scientists
· Changing the way we do business – “nip problem animals in the bud” – aversive conditioning; new changes have been in a success
· Inordinate number of motor vehicle access closures in the Kootenays; some closures are useless and prevent hunters from going into areas.  Ministry of Environment trying to increase number of hunters.  Dave Dunbar has initiated motor vehicle access closure review.  He will set up a committee, with the intent of having a biological assessment complete by June.  The assessment will be presented to key stakeholders; implications could be significant.  
· Stakeholders will never support more access closures.
· First Nations stakeholder Txu-na-ha – conservation framework to prioritize what we chose to study and protect – need economic viability 
· Reorganization of Southern Rockies Planning Group – Interagency Land Management Bureau
· Problems understanding US land management divisions + departments
· Cline Mine proposal, mines in the Elk Valley wishing to expand (need to go through EIA process for all expansions)
· Access issues in the upper-most part of the Flathead; Tembec building roads to log for beetle-kill – how to manage access of new roads
· Wind farm proposals may affect grasslands
· Elbow River cedars – nex taxa of lichens in North America and the world found in certain stands
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Jim Williams

· Funded by hunting and fishing licenses

· Map handout, long distance of ungulate migration, special about southern section of the crown, elk migration, white tailed deer migration still intact.
· Ungulates move off private lands and onto private lands, need to work with our constituents. 

· Rocky Mountain Front, climate and landscape has changes, family planning- ranches want to maintain ranching lifestyle. More interest in conservation in this area than there is dollars. 
· Interests have increased in conservation easement and purchasing conservation lands (ie, Neil ranch, 

· New developed Sun River working group

· Moved 10 mountain goats from Prairies back to the Front (Shadow Mounatin)
· Antelope population expanding

· Blackfoot portion, Blackfoot challenge, 120 million acres secured, community project

· Milltown dam has been removed, restoring the bull trout migration

· Conservation Easement, south of Lincoln, bull trout habitat

· Bear Conflict specialist, working with private property owners, decreased conflicts successful

· Plumb Creek project -conservation easements
· Swan valley, Checkboard ownership, DNRC, Forest Service and Timber lands- blocks up important winter range for white tailed deer. 

· Salish Kootneay Tribes, nine pike conservation easements project (4,000 acers)

· Transboundary Native sheep and elk herd????
· Idaho- west cabinet and bull river, new wildlife management area called the WMA across the bow river valley. Connects the Crown to the Selkirk mountain range.

· Flathead Lake north shore, willing sellers to protect the 
· Rick Mace:

· Part of an interagency teams to assess the population tends of Grizzly bears in Crown. Initiated in 2004, radio monitored 57 females, 2007 35 females (32 cubs). 

· Also monitor problem bears

· Last year five Tranboundary bears (Canada, US). 

· Over the last four years 10 died (Swan valley and 

· Monitored 29 males, 6 died last year

· 24 human caused mortalities (11 bears involved in transportation incidents- trains or vehicles)

· Sustained funding for next five years

· Focused in GNP this year, highest concentration of bears

· Augmentation program- trappers moving bears from NCCE to Cabinet Yak. 

· International study Team organized by Jack Potter (modeled after the Yellowstone study team)

Mary Sexton

· Reserve water right compacts, 2 in the Crown:

· Blackfeet reserve water compact (approval stage) includes waters in the St. Mary’s 

· Working with the Confederation Salish and Kootani tribe- 
· Flathead Valley, development of domestic wells is an issue
· Land issues: wildland urban interface (fire prone areas- what impact this has on fire fighting and habitat)

· Stem conversion of forest to conservation lands not development

· Crown projects: state lands works closely with Fish Wildlife and Park, can sell some state lands and buy other ones to block up the lands. Looking at this approach in many places in the Crown.
University of Montana – Len Broberg

· Transboundary policy, management and planning course – support student research on topics relevant to jobs + mission

· Willing to hear about opportunities to do work with students

Flathead Basin Commission – Rich Moy

· Appointed citizens and members of government with a  mission to protect Flathead River’s water and environment

· Strong support for protecting water quality

· Large appropriation to compare baseline data in the Elk River vs. Flathead River and future projections

· BC was instrumental in asking BP to move out of Flathead – appreciate Gordon Campbell’s leadership in recognizing the Flathead as a sensitive issue
· Issue of reciprocity – remove oil and gas leases on forestry lands on American side of the border – need to work in setting example

· Accord drafted by BC on Dec. 14th – existing Jan. 4th draft meets needs of both Basins – need to work towards signing the agreement (climate change issues)

· MOU between Premier Stelmach and Governor Schwitzer – 

· Doing work on Milk and St. Mary’s River system – take canal on St. Mary’s back up to capacity – cost sharing on rehabilitation on canal capacity with Alberta

National Geographic Society Crown of the Continent Map Project – Steve Thompson

· Engage broader community in the CoC concept

· 200,000 copies being shipped today

· Premise of map: significant economic and social value in maintaining character of places; diminishing supply of places that are unaltered (local character of place is being eroded) 

· Geotourism- tourism that sustains or enhances the geographic character of place (environment, culture, heritage, aesthetic and well-being of local residents)

· Map is mean to celebrate the region – foundation for long-term stewardship

Bill Dolan – CMP Steering Committee

· History of Crown Managers Partnership – Bill Dolan, Ian Dyson, and Brace Hayden 

· Five initial goals stemming out of initial workshop

· Created a steering committee and establishing an annual sequence of forums

· Where did map come from?  Lines on map are not absolute

· Land management agencies with statutory and regulatory duty to manage

· 2003 decided to involve more local governments + involved shift to themes (fire, water, ecological health, wide ranging carnivores)

· 2005 – realized lack of strategic focus – developed strategic plan

· How do we engage the broader public or do we leave that to broader mandates?

Powerpoint Show – Strategic Plan

Panel Presentations

Kate Kendal, USGS

· Greater Grizzly Bear Project: Glacier National Park, study area white fish range and Blackfeet reservation to the each
· Sampled using bear rub trees and hair snagging

· 1998/2000 estimate: 
· Closure corrected to pop estimate only spend 75% time in study area

· Higher density of bears in GNP, only 9% of mortalities within the Park

· Northern Divide Project

· Northern Continental Divide ecosystem- equates to the southern portion of the Crown.

· Reports of range expansion

· Hair snagging (2,558 traps) and rub trees (4,800 rub trees)
· 34,000 hair samples (2 year analysis)

· 545 different grizzly bears, management bears not detected in DNA survey (18 bears) = 563 bears

· Density hotspot in GNP
· Grizzly bear distribution map recreated using this data

· Female GB detected: 311, distribution per Bear Management Unit (BMU) shows more than 1 per BMU as recommended by GB recovery program. Good reproductive potential in NCDE. 

· Assessed the genetic distance (genetics) within the population and found east front bears are genetically distance from the northwest and central NCDE (geographically beside each other). Management implications of findings- bears are not spilling out of the higher density GNP into surrounding areas. 
· No fracture across Highway 2 and Swan Highway
· Northern Divide Black bear population size
· 12,300 black bear samples

· Richard mace- black bear harvest rates, Hunting district white fish range and 450 on east front 367 bears

· Funds to estimate black bear population in GNP

· Still remaining 10,000 samples left

Other Northern Divide Bear project objectives

· Population and black bear diet patterns

· Population genetics

· Population trends and survival in GNP 1998-

NCDE Grizzly Bear Database

· Database partners: seamless database across the border, includes partners from Canada and US. USGS, MT FWP, Blackfeet Nation, CS&K Tribes, USFWS, BC Ministry of Environment and Forestry and Range, NPS, Parks Canada, ASRD

· Current status: 20K (USGS) year end funding for development of a web interface. NACSE developing the website, hosted at Big Sky at the University of Montana. 
Gord Stenhouse, ASRD

· 2002- ESSC – recommendation to change status of grizzly bears to threatened, based on expert opinion and belief re. loss of habitat
· recovery plan completed in 2005 – gather better data on bears

· FMF – need one seamless GB habitat map for the province – consistent across jurisdictions with accurate and up to date data

· Map products are complex – land cover, crown closure, species composition, etc. 
· Maps = starting point for bear work
· How do we track landscape change – incredible rate of change on landscape

· Capturing and collaring bears – GB habitat and use data – resource selection function maps

· RSF map for each population unit

· Significant difference in health between grizzly bears in different management units

· Presence-absence study 2004 – 42 bears (Hwy 16 to ??); ASRD had been managing based on estimate of 157 bears

· 46 bears in next study area (2005)

· Bears selecting habitat away from roads/surviving away from roads
· Highway one to highway three = 92 bears (67% of bears find in parks and protected areas)

· 2007 Alberta/BC  - 15 transboundary bears 

· TOTAL for Alberta = 180 bears (for study areas); proposed numbers for entire province = 310? Or 415?; Yellowstone has more bears than province of Alberta

· 2008 DNA Census Plan – new sampling design and techniques; will do northern portion of Jasper National Park

· DNA inventory – less than 1000 breeding adults

· Recovery Plan – each population unit needed to determine a priority area – Stenhouse to create priority areas for each Management Units

· Ample data to verify that this region contains a shared grizzly bear population

· POPULATION HEALTH – need to look beyond how many bears there are; but, what is the quality of the habitat
· Concept: large human-caused landscape change and poor performance of wildlife populations – does the concept of wildlife health fit into cause and effect (long-term stress in grizzly bears)

· Have developed stress biomarkers – chronic stress over time; develop health profiles

· Health function score system – measure of health status of the bear

· Priority species management will require us to understand more than presence and absence of estimates of N

· THE FUTURE: improve data sharing; promote collaboration
Bears expanding in USA; bears decreasing range in Alberta

Trans-border Grizzly Bear Project - Michael Proctor 
· 30 DNA surveys in past 10 years
· 2200 genotypes for grizzly bears – isolation by distance along north-south gradient

· historic fracture – highway 3 + Kookanusa and highway 3a – has been happening since about 1920

· fracture across highway 3 – two clusters forming 

· no grouping across continental divide (AB/BC)

· no clustering across USA/CAN border 

· WHAT DOES THIS MEAN?  Historic mortality; genetic signals develop slowly (genetic drift happens quickly in small population and slowly in large populations)

· WHAT IS CURRENT SITUATION: new migrants across highway three(south to north) – increase in movement across HWY 3

· New migrants across Selkirks

· Lots of movement out of Yahk
· Small populations are losing individuals – lack of reproductive opportunities?

· WHY THE IMPROVEMENT: controlled managed mortality

· CAUSES OF FRAGMENTATION: measured bear movements male and female; traffic; human settlement; human-caused mortality 

· It’s not road, but humans associated with road that cause problems

· WHAT DOES THIS MEAN FOR CoC: because populations are relatively large in the Rockies, conservation status is pretty stable and not urgent

· WHAT IS URGENT CONCERN FOR CoC = WINDOW OF OPPORUTNITY FOR SECURING LINKAGE HABITAT

· Humans filling up critical valleys like crazy

· Transboundary populations- small, fragmented and threatened

· Usually learn from more people who are more desperate

· South Purcells – 40 bears; South Selkirk – 91 bears

· MORTALITY MANAGEMENT

· No hunt buffer in BC + no hunt zones based on science
· RSF – trying to target areas for access closures 
· Data has moved discussion forward to move managers

· LINKAGE MANAGEMENT

· Where is remnant habitat that is decent around highways, where bears will cross highway – marrying RSF with XXX to consider linkages?

DISCUSSION PERIOD

· There are pockets of natural fragmentation – DNA and telemetry
· Learned cultural differences among bears – study in coastal BC

· Need to look at nuclear DNA, not mitochondrial DNA

· Where should we focus our attention?..
· All diversity is within a population and not between

· Alberta has work to do on mortality management – access management is a real issue

· Why would young non-reproductive females stay where they are transplanted?  It depends on the timing you move a sub-adult female.

· What about baseline genetic variation in grizzly bears?  NCDE genetic variation levels are similar to pre-settlement, as well as in Yellowstone.   BUT, can be an issue in smaller populations where loss of genetic variation can happen quickly.
· WHAT is AB Government committed to doing in priority areas relative to human activities, etc.  Need high quality habitat with low level of mortality; need for open 

· Government to put together long-term access development plans – no net gain in roads = lots of human management

· Issue with recreationists crossing from Alberta to BC – difference in regulations can be challenging for managers 

· Oldest bear living on provincial lands that they have trapped = 12 years old; bears in national park can live to be 28 years old

· What is a healthy bear population, both from hunting and non-hunting perspective?  

· Yellowstone = artesian well of grizzly bears

· The functional unit (metapopulation) needs to be 500 animals – according to genetics – to avoid loss of genetic diversity

· It is more than bear presence – need reproducing females

· Population trend isn’t a good indicator; at some point it stops growing, even at high densities

· AB – need baseline population estimates to set targets for managing grizzly bear populations

· WHY did they over-estimate bear populations in AB and BC?  AB – extrapolating area over large areas with non-homogenous habitat; in 
BC long extrapolation from small sample over large areas- in a few areas they estimated well, but never went back to check on numbers
· BC – lowered hunting quota and hunting rate

· Comprehensive database – if all agencies continue to genotype all mortalities and captured bears…can develop capture histories which can shed light on survival rates – PURELY AN AGENCY DATABASE

Panel Presentations

Carolyn Sime, MFWP

Gray wolves in Montana and beyond, moving from Recovery to Conservation and Management

· US history: subsistence and market hunting, competition with livestock
· Wolf Recovery: gray wolves extinct in 1936, recolonization from Canada late 1970’s. 

· Dispersals (<50km 1985-1997 and >50km n=16)

· 2001 wolf packs, Idaho, Yellowstone, Bob Marshal, GNP - habitat complex

· Population has increased 20-40% per year- should level out as best habitat occupied (1,513 wolves in 2007)

· Radiating out of YNP, but no exchange with Idaho and GNP
· Dispersal map, continue exchange of wolves moving back and forth (2-3 packs shared) Crown. 
· Transitioning from Federal Recovery program to state conservation and management… 

· Need for management plans and laws prior to delisting- Idaho ,Montana and Wyoming
· Montana an important connection because of proximity to Canada
· Issues: view points vary (reconcile social and cultural values)

· Current status, delisting proposal 2007, delisting 2008 all three states
· Foundation of the Montana plan: 
· Wolves find their place on the landscape

· Treat and manage like other wildlife

· Balance wolves, people and wildlife

· Adaptive management

· Address wolf-livestock conflicts

· Assure public safety

· Balance predator/prey

· Wolf monitoring, public reporting (on-line, phone calls, observation cards) to identify hotspots and radio collars. Count “breeding pairs” 

· Wolf Ecology different outside national parks, average wolf density lower and pack size (5.8 pack size), average home range (200 mil2), 30% private land in territory. Primary prey: white tailed deer, south and southwest: elk
· Life stock depredation: Wildlife Service Investigation: necropsy work to determine predator involvement

· Combination of lethal and non-lethal methods

· MT depredation: 316 losses 1987-2006, spatial and temporal patterns

· Website MFWP: Wolves and big game

· Wolf predation has influenced elk, where there is no livestock and limited control of wolves. 

Jeff Copeland, US Forest Service Forest Science Lab

Wolverine Population Assessment in GNP, Implications for Management, Conservation and Persistence
· Study period (2003-2007)

· Project objective:

· Monitor wolverines (live traps, radio instruments)

· Locate reproductive dens

· Rare, mobile and sparsely distributed (high latitudes)

· Elevation gradient preference: Aubry et al, 2007 Journal of Wildlife Management
· Challenges of spatially structured populations
· Factors influencing landscape permeability: transportation corridors,  motorized winter vehicles, trapping

· Issues of disturbance can be measured physiologically, demographically and spatially. 

· Wolverine capture: log live trapped, most east side of the Park, 28 wolverine, 168 times (8 animals dies course of study)
· Reproductive ecology: 


· 65 dens have been found in NA, late Feb and early March, may vary from year to year, females will move dens

· characteristics include downed logs, under snow, always in the snow layer, around tree line common.

· Abandonment in dens when drop in snow pack- move to new send site.

· Move  on average 150 km per week

· Home ranges in the park much smaller likely due to food availability 

· Population strongly structured on kinship groups 

· 45-50 wolverines in GNP (4,055km2), highest density in US

· Effective population size: 50 short term- 500 long term rules
· Annual survival, 80%, In GNP stable to increasing population. 

· Mortality- natural (avalanche), harvested, predation, unknown.
· Movement ecology: dispersal from GNP, 2 examples, male and female (can move 100 km movements) rated of 300 m every five minutes.
· Connectivity a necessity- sparsely distributed

Clayton Apps, Aspen Wildlife Research
Ecology Status and Conservation of Canada Lynx in the Southern Canadian Rockies

· Five year study- short time frame for carnivore study
· Lynx status- listed as threatened under US endangered species act, in Canada not at risk (COSEWIC), in BC yellow listed (not of concern) in Alberta they are a sensitive species, difference in status
· Study are not know for lynx (some resident populations), normally in Northern Boreal Forest- obligate predator of snow shoe hare – predictable cyclic patterns (10 years). (4-6 hares per hectare)
· Methods: snow tracking and collars

· In the north there are four phases in response to hare population cycles

· Southern hare populations fluctuate with prey but peaks are not as strong as with Northern populations (density 1-2 hares per hectare)
· Alternate prey in South-tree squirrels, red squirrels, pine martens, ungulates and ground squirrels.  

· Space use and movement: home ranges (223 miles (M) and 218 (F) km 2 )

· Four disjuncted habitat patches supporting a few breeding females
· Dispersal: long distance movements by adult males (100-616 km common), 

· Reproductive and recruitment: litter size (2 max in southern populations)- survival rate low in southern regions
· Adult survival: where legal most mortality from trapping, natural mortality due to starvation.

· In southern populations, likely more immediate response of lynx to changes in prey density
· Factors influencing lynx distribution – 259 lynx killed through hunting and trapping and compare to climate, land cover, human influence. Found lynx not associated with dry habitat and high elevation- associated with high elevation forested habitat.  
· Population sources: upper elk valley

· Habitat selection: largely associated with lodgepole pine of various structural; conditions, no preference for old growth fir (larger landscape important for supporting snow shoe hare). Few natal den sites were associated old spruce fir conditions with a high level of structural diversity.
· Some level of landscape heterogeneity may play a role in lynx habitat selection. 

· Lynx response to highways is a significant issues (Highway 93, 1a and 3), displacement effect assessed and propensity of lynx to move across these highways. Space use- there was a negative influence on space use by Highway 1, but moderate impact on Highway 93. Thirteen times less likely to move across highway1 than moderate highway volumes.  
· Management and conservation issues

· Habitat supply

· Forest management (structural attributes often removed that are important to snow shoe hare)

· Networks of snow compaction (snow mobiles) may facilitate generalist competitors 

· Increasing motorized access

· Population connectivity (linear transportation developments)

· Agriculture, cattle grazing competition for snow shoe hare forage

· Potential population over-harvest
· Currently a lack of harvest limits for individual trappers. 
Discussions
Interaction between Idaho and Montana wolf populations, are you working together considering the different approaches.
· Border packs are jointly monitored, harvests are also coordinated through meetings and discussions

Minimum snow depth for a wolverine establishing a den

· No, but snow must be persistent

Chris Servheen, Information Gaps and Population Gaps in the Crown of the Continent
· Population fragmentation – highways, human development, and the combination of the two

· Insidious land development – traffic – better highways – drive faster – promotes further development…and effects on wildlife

· Private land developments are worse for wildlife than other habitat impacts – private land developments are permanent

· The first major influence of private land development on wildlife – there is direct loss of the area permanently converted from wildlife habitat to private housing

· The second major influence of private land on wildlife = displacement

· The third major influence of private land on wildlife = mortality

· Every single land development decision has impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitat – county decision makers don’t understand ecological impacts 

· We need leadership

· Can we determine the density at which risk from development precludes sensitive wildlife? 

· Can we determine the density at which risk from development precludes sensitive wildlife?  NO, but increasing private land development will eventually eliminate sensitive wildlife species
· Cumulative effects of development decisions is critical to consider

· 40% of home sales are second home developments; every mountain valley is filled with houses creating a “fracture zone”

· Habitat fragmentation has to be addressed in two ways: link fragmented populations and increasing the size and/or effectiveness of fragmented habitat units.  A successful management approach will include both linkage efforts and maintenance and/or improvement of the quality of habitat units

· Fragmentation is ongoing and it is insidious as it happens gradually, development by development

· Our vision is not only minimize fragmentation with the CoC area, but to reconnect it with adjacent ecosystems – seeing opportunities for reconnectivity

· Human-induced mortality is an issue for many species particularly the sensitive species that exist in low densities.  It is within the Crown area and particularly on the edge of the area with higher densities of private land 

· Climate change will likely change the distribution of plant communities and the wildlife species that depend on them.

· What would I do if I were Czar?  
· 1) Get more local community members involved – this is not jus an agency or NGO problem; 2) Improve predictions of development impacts on species – what density of site development prevents successful movement and of various sensitive wildlife species; 2) Improve predictions of development impacts on species – what traffic volume fragments various wildlife species? How can we improve the dispersal success of various species?  How does paving a rural road increase subdivision potential and change land values?  3) Get conservation action underway so that we do not lose any more linkage opportunities between the large blocks of land in the Crown area (public lands – maintain vegetative cover, no permanent increase in roads, no new site developments; highways- structures where and when necessary and possible, fencing with structures, design considerations; private lands – outreach to help limit human-wildlife conflicts, easements and other assistance where possible); 4) understand and address the root causes of human-caused mortality; 5) Build political support and public support in a more organized and successful way – biological data, organization and people to manage, public support for the program, and political support; 6) Build knowledge of the biology of key species in the Crown area.  Compare present information to historic information; 7) Understand the habitat conditions we need to manage for to address the range changes that will come due to climate change – seasonal habitat changes, species distribution changes, changes in movement patterns, changes in key feeding areas, how fragmentation may limit a species ability to adapt and respond 
· Brown bear management in France as a case study – insurmountable problem
· NEED to bring county planners and county commissioners to CMP Forum – coup for CMP

· Need way to get creative with ways to reward land owners economically to maintain connectivity

· Future of this place is built on the people that live, work and play here

· Agencies should be the tool, not the driver…local people are key

Day 2:
Jack Potter, Review of day 1

· Great representation for different agencies, lots of new faces

· Common issues highlighted yesterday and opportunities to learn from each other. 

· Steering committee report highlighted our goals for the partnership- how to monitor the Ecological Health of the region.

· Common understanding and information sharing is a key goal of the CMP forum

· Panel presentations on large carnivores very informative

Clayton Apps, Aspen Wildlife Research
Carnivore, core areas and connectivity across the Crowsnest highway

· Potential impacts of highways and associated activity has been a growing conservation concern. 

· Many carnivores are reaching natural range limits, and may occur a lower density.
· The group is sensitive to human impacts at broad spatial scales.

· Highway 3, there are no protected areas, mostly private land and currently undergoing growth. Threaten North/South continuity of wide ranging species.

· Genetic distance occurs on either side of the highway, none of the females were detected on either side of the highway. Merging population fracture occurring.
· Three stage approach to work:

· Stage 1: regional modeling to identify population cores, inherent landscape suitability and vulnerability models. (expert opinion) 

· Stage 2: localized sampling of species occurrence and distribution of specific species (grizzly bear and lynx).
· Hair snags and rub samples

· GB-Male (Alberta in the West Block) and female (BC Michelle Creek to Alexander Creek) movement across Highway 3

· Lizard basin (core habitat area)- west of Fernie, BC- lots of movement

· Appropriate levels of security important – assessed at a fine scale.

· Stage 3: evaluate factors influencing the fine scale grizzly bear space-use and movement within linkages.

· Prioritized movement areas for conservation
· Most important linkage across highway 3 Alexander- Michelle creek (owned by Tembec and Elk View coal), just across continental divide motorized access.
· Private land ownership through out the area

· 16 resident adults, indicated movement across highway (Alexander- Michelle creek) and Fernie to Morrissey linkage area.
· Keeping bears alive as they move through areas, we lost four of the bears we were monitoring to human mortality (3-illegally shot or in self defense and 1- highway). 
John Waller, GNP
How are large carnivore research results being used in management of protected areas in the Crown of the Contient?

· Understanding of bears rooted in our culture – underpinnings influence bear management and science
· Relationships with bear changed to one of bear management with abandon
· What effects does the internet have on dispersing knowledge (?) on bears- effective tool for spreading misinformation
· ESA listing in 1975 really spurred research efforts; broad efforts on all fronts; 1980s effort seemed to have stabilized to several ongoing North American grizzly bear studies per year

· Biggest research impacts in protection areas: garbage; food storage; disturbance factors (IGBST research in YNP; McLellan et al. in BC; Aune et al. on East Front); road effects (road density relationships, fragmentation effects); cumulative effects modeling (assessment of site-specific impacts); GPS telemetry (fine-scale movement data); management tools (relocation vs. aversive conditioning – haven’t removed a grizzly bear from GNP since 1998); DNA techniques

· Research gaps: aversive conditioning – how successful is it?; dispersed recreation – heli-skiing, air tours, avalanche control, backcountry snowmobiling – important as demand grows; fire – effects on habitat use and movement patterns; climate change – how will it affect GB habitat; invasive species – coupled with climate change – whitebark pine blister rust 
· Grizzly bears are well studied – literature no longer fits in a banker’s box

· Other species deserving of attention as well – wolves, wolverines, 

John Squires, US Forest Service

· Do lynx have special needs regarding the importance of maintaining population Connectivity?
· Yes, because they:

· persist as small populations,

· evidence of connectivity from Canada (Lagged synchrony) and 

· western Montana may be a sink in terms of population viability.  

· GYE: no more native lynx, but have been recolonized from Colorado

· Population viability appears to be very low. 

What do we know about movements?
· Selecting for mature forest signature of use in winter (spruce fir forests- support snow shoe hares) Avoid open habitat

· Capable of long distance movements, over 700 km movement (summer exploratory movements)

· GPS analysis on 30 lynx in Purcell and Seeley Lakes to assess movement
· Resource selection functioning- movement surface
How do we enhance population connectivity despite increased fragmentation?

· High adjacency to forest roads but low adjacency to highways. 

· When dispersing may use different habitat, different mode, found in atypical places like open habitat.

Discussion

· Further south do lynx go after jack rabbits- yes I the winter they are completely dependent, but squirrels are also commonly hunted during other times.  
· Exploratory movements occur in summer and during breeding period, may be feeding on ground squirrel use. 

· Major source of mortality is mountain lions during the summer

· Modeling appropriate levels of harvest based on legislative change. Yes, stochastic modeling approach, can we increase habitat, lion control and reducing human induced mortality (trapping). 
· After population of lynx spike in Canada they show up in Canada0 maybe this is an influx from Canada. 
· Fluctuation in demographic of lynx related to prey abundance. 

CMP Workplan 2008-2009
Caryn Miske, Flathead basin Commission
· Priority Projects:

· Identifying parameters for EH Project

· Building relationships with other organizations that are working in the Crown (CRELIG)

· Communication strategy

· Revamping of the CMP website

· CMP Metadata portal

· Ecological justification of the Crown boundary

· Invasive species subcommittee

· Expand the MOU between Alberta and Montana to include BC and Federal agencies

· Themes next forum:

· Aquatic health- diversity of macro-invertbrates, water quality 

· Avian species 

· Climate change

· Next forum in Alberta (early March seems to work)

Discussion on next steps from 2008 Forum – What are things that we could work on?
· How do we bring in community involvement?
· Researchers to start overlaying database for entire CoC ecosystem map, which could help to set priority areas for next 10-15 years

· US/AB/BC manage three separate populations of grizzly bears…could we manage as one intact unit?

· Invasive weeds – have powerpoints attached to the CMP website

· Difficult for CMP to be convener of broad community engagement, but can be a key player

· Professor at U of Montana – Rick Gretz – creating an awareness/entity for the CoC – planning a CoC conference in June in Kalispell; bringing together 

· Janice Smith – try to include municipal levels governments – municipal districts + county commissioners (challenges to cross borders and financial limitations) – not the consistency that you see with other agencies; need to make it easy for those folks to come 

· Communications strategy

